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APPENDIX G/INITIAL STUDY FOR A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Environmental Checklist Form for:
Development Permit Application No. P22-10576

1. Project title:
Development Permit Application No. P22-10576

2. Lead agency name and address:
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Division
2101 G Street, Building C
Fresno, CA 93706

3. Contact person and phone number:
Steven Martinez, Planner
City of Fresno
Planning and Development Division
(559) 621-8047

4. Project location:
Roeding Park
890 W. Belmont Avenue
Fresno, California 93721
(Portions of APN: 450-020-55 and -57)

5. Project sponsor's name and address:
Nathan Sanchez, Project Manager
City of Fresno
Public Works, Facilities Management Division
(559) 621-1215

6. General & Community plan land use designation:

Multi

7. Zoning:

PR – Parks and Recreation

8. Description of project:
Development Permit Application No. P22-10576 was filed by Mindi Mariboho,
Project Manager, City of Fresno Public Works.

The City of Fresno is proposing to construct a new Dog Park, for both small and large
dogs, within Roeding Park.  The existing dog park is located on the western side of the
park, and the new dog park will be located along the eastern side of the park.  Dog park
amenities will include benches, small and large dog agility courses, dog climb, weave
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post, hoop jump and crawl tunnel.  In addition, a pole and scarecrow owl and a solar
light pole will be relocated to the new Project site from the existing dog park.

The Project site is located within Roeding Park, 890 W. Belmont Avenue, Fresno,
California 93721.  Roeding Park is one of three regional parks in the Fresno area and
was created in the early 1900s.  The proposed dog park site is a grass-covered area
within Roeding Park and consists of an irregular-shaped area measuring approximately
1.8 acres along the eastern park boundary.  The proposed dog park is located across
portions of Fresno County Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 450-020-55 and -57.  The
existing property is zoned PR – Parks and Recreation within the City of Fresno city
limits (Figures No. 1 through 3).

The Project site is located at approximately latitude 36.75551° and longitude -
119.82011°.  The U.S. Geological Survey, 7.5-minute Fresno North, California,
Topographic Quadrangle Map indicates the Project site is located within the
Southwestern Quarter of Section 32, Township 13 South, Range 20 East of the Mount
Diablo Baseline and Meridian, with surface elevations of the site to be relatively flat and
approximately 313 feet above mean sea level (Figure No. 4).

It is understood that the design of the Project is currently underway and preliminary
details pertaining to the site layout and structures were made available at the time of
this report.  The development as described above constitutes the maximum extent of
the currently proposed Project.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:

Planned Land Use Existing Zoning Existing Land Use

North
Railroad and

PF (Public Facility) PI
Railroad and

Government Office

East

Residential –
Medium Density
(5.0 – 12 D.U. /

acre)

RS-5 Medium Density
Residential

South Multi PR Open Space
Regional Park

West Multi PR Open Space
Regional Park
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):
City of Fresno, Planning Division

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun?

The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for
the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1,
the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American tribe that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed
project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on
or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register or local historic register, or,
the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by substantial evidence, choose to treat
the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). According
to the most recent census data, California is home to 109 currently recognized Indian
tribes. Tribes in California currently have nearly 100 separate reservations or
Rancherias. Fresno County has a number of Rancherias such as Table Mountain
Rancheria, Millerton Rancheria, Big Sandy Rancheria, Cold Springs Rancheria, and
Squaw Valley Rancheria. These Rancherias are not located within the city limits.

Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify
and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the
potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See PRC Section
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American
Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California
Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of
Historic Preservation.  Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains
provisions specific to confidentiality.

Currently, the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and the Dumna Wo Wah Tribe have
requested to be notified pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52).  On March 15, 2022, the
City of Fresno submitted an Invitation to Consult to the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal
Government and the Table Mountain Rancheria of California.  An email response from
the Chief Ledger of the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government dated March 23, 2022
stated that they request a monitor to be on site during all ground disturbing activities.
The City of Fresno’s Historic Preservation Specialist recommends complying with the
request of the tribe and permit a cultural monitor be present during a pedestrian survey.
Photographs should be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily
notes.  All observed archaeological sites should be documented on California
Department Parks and Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A
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and an Archaeological record (523C).

A response from the Table Mountain Rancheria of California dated April 21, 2022
stated that they declined participation at this time but would appreciate being notified
in the unlikely event that cultural resources are identified.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

ἦ Aesthetics ἦ Agriculture and Forestry Resources

ἦ Air Quality ἦ Biological Resources

ἦ Cultural Resources ἦ Energy

ἦ Geology/Soils ἦ Greenhouse Gas Emissions

ἦ Hazards and Hazardous Materials ἦ Hydrology/Water Quality

ἦ Land Use/Planning ἦ Mineral Resources

ἦ Noise ἦ Population/Housing

ἦ Public Services ἦ Recreation

ἦ Transportation ἦ Tribal Cultural Resources

ἦ Utilities/Service Systems ἦ Wildfire

ἦ Mandatory Findings of Significance
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

___ I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

_X__
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in
the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

___
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required.

___ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An EIR is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

___ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

___________________________________________________________________
     Drew Wilson, Planner                                Date
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EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS NOT ASSESSED IN
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SCH NO. 2019050005 PREPARED
FOR THE APPROVED FRESNO GENERAL PLAN (GP PEIR):

1. For purposes of this Initial Study, the following answers have the corresponding
meanings:

a. “No Impact” means the specific impact category does not apply to the project, or
that the record sufficiently demonstrates that project specific factors or general
standards applicable to the project will result in no impact for the threshold under
consideration.

b.  “Less Than Significant Impact” means there is an impact related to the threshold
under consideration, but that impact is less than significant.

c.  “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation” means there is a potentially
significant impact related to the threshold under consideration, however, with the
mitigation incorporated into the project, the impact is less than significant. For
purposes of this Initial Study “mitigation incorporated into the project” means
mitigation originally described in the GP PEIR and applied to an individual project,
as well as mitigation developed specifically for an individual project.

d.  “Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an effect
may be significant related to the threshold under consideration.

2. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported
if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A
"No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

3. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well
as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.

4. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur,
then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant,
less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant
Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant.
If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination
is made, an EIR is required.
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5. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a
less than significant level (mitigation measures from, "Earlier Analyses," as described
in (6) below, may be cross-referenced).

6. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, or other
CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify
the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in the PEIR or another earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

7. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

8. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in PRC Section 21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?

X

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock out-
croppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?

X

c) In non-urbanized areas,
substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality public
views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are
those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point).
If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic
quality?

X

d) Create a new source of
substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of highly valued
landscape for the benefit of the general public.  The Sierra Nevada Mountains are the
only natural and visual resources in the Project area.  Views of these distant mountains
are afforded only during clear conditions due to poor air quality in the San Joaquin
Valley.  Distant views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains would be largely unaffected by
the development of the Project because of the nature of the Project, distance, and
limited visibility of these features.

The Project will have no impact on scenic vistas.
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b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The Project site is within a developed area of Fresno.  There are no Officially
Designated scenic highways near the proposed site; however, according to the
California State Scenic Highway System Map1, the closest designated scenic highway
is State Route 180 starting at Post mile 77.3, approximately 21 miles east of the
Project site.

The Project will have no impact on designated scenic resources or highways.

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

The Project is located within a developed area of Fresno.  The project is located in an
area zoned PR – Parks and Recreation, and will not conflict with the existing zoning
of the site or surrounding area. The existing visual character and quality of the Project
site is within an existing park. Roeding Park currently supports a dog park along the
western side of the park and the Project proposes to re-locate and create a new dog
park along the eastern side of the park.

The Project will have a less than significant impact on the visual character of the
area.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

The Project will be located within the existing designated park area.  The development
of the dog park will not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
affect day or night time views in the Project area.

The Project would have a less than significant impact on new sources of substantial
light or glare.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Aesthetics.

1 California State Scenic Highway System Map, https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-
livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES – In determining whether impacts
to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board. Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farm-
land), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monito-
ring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

X

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?

X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for,
or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by
Government Code section
51104(g))?

X

d) Result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use?

X
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

e) Involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The Project will not involve the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use (Appendix A).  The Project
is located within the boundaries of Roeding Park which was established in the early
1900s.

The Project will have no impact on agricultural resources.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

There were no known Williamson Act parcels on the site.  According to the California
Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection’s Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance occupies the proposed Project site.

The Project will have no impact on agricultural resources.

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

The Project does not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production or result in any loss of forest
land.

The Project will have no impact on forest lands.
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d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The Project does not involve the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use.

The Project will have no impact on forest lands.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The Project will not involve the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, or the
conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

The Project will have no impact on forest resources.

Mitigation Measure
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Agriculture and
Forestry Resources.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

III. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations.  Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan (e.g., by having
potential emissions of regulated
criterion pollutants which exceed
the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control Districts
(SJVAPCD) adopted thresholds
for these pollutants)?

X

b) Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

X

c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

d) Result in other emissions (such
as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The Project is located within an approximately 1.8-acre area within Roeding Park,
along the Park’s eastern boundary.  The Project would comply with all applicable San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) rules and regulations.
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality attainment plan.



15

The Project impact would be less than significant.

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

The Project is approximately 1 acre in area and would comply with all applicable San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) rules and regulations.  The
Project’s emissions are less than significant and would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality attainment plan.

Based on the SJVAPCD letter dated March 2, 2022 which reviewed the proposed
scope, the Project is located within one of the communities in the State selected by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for investment of additional air quality
resources and attention under Assembly Bill (AB) 617 (2017, Garcia) in an effort to
reduce air pollution exposure in impacted disadvantaged communities. The South
Central Fresno AB 617 community is one of the statewide communities selected by
CARB for development and implementation of a Community Emission Reduction
Program (CERP).  The CERP identifies a wide range of measures designed to reduce
air pollution and exposure, including a number of strategies to be implemented in
partnership between agencies and local organizations.  The South Central Fresno
Steering Committee has developed a series of emission and exposure reduction
strategies with the goal to improve community health by reducing exposure to air
pollutants.  More information regarding the CERP approved for South Central Fresno
can be found in the District’s website at: http://community.valleyair.org/selected-
communities/sourthcentralfresno.

Based on information provided to the District, Project specific annual emission from
construction and operation emissions of criteria pollutants are not expected to exceed
the following District significance thresholds as identified in the District’s Guidance for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts at:
https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI.pdf .  The District offered additional general
comments regarding project related criteria pollutant emissions.  A copy of the letter
is in Appendix B.

The Project is consistent with the AQP, and the impacts would be less than
significant.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

The Project’s use of the site as a dog park would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.  Based on information provided to the District,
Project specific annual emission from construction and operation emissions of criteria
pollutants are not expected to exceed the following District significance thresholds as
identified in the District’s Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts
at: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI.pdf (Appendix B).
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The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations; therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

Odor impacts on residential areas and other sensitive receptors, such as hospitals,
day-care centers, schools, etc. warrant the closest scrutiny, but consideration should
also be given to other land uses where people may congregate, such as recreational
facilities, worksites, and commercial areas.  Land uses that are typically identified as
sources of objectionable odors include landfills, transfer stations, sewage treatment
plants, wastewater pump stations, composting facilities, feed lots, coffee roasters,
asphalt batch plants, and rendering plants.  Two situations create a potential for odor
impact.  The first occurs when a new odor source is located near an existing sensitive
receptor.  The second occurs when a new sensitive receptor locates near an existing
source of odor.

As a recreational facility, the Project has the potential to place sensitive receptors near
existing odor sources; however, there are no major odor-generating sources such as
those listed above within the 1 to 2-mile screening distance of the Project site.  During
construction, various dieselȤpowered vehicles and equipment may be used onȤsite
that would create localized odors. These odors would be temporary and would not
likely be noticeable for extended periods of time or significantly beyond the Project’s
site boundaries.  Therefore, the Project would not be considered a generator of
objectionable odors once construction is complete.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Air Quality.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse
effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

X

b) Have a substantial adverse
effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional
plans, policies, regulations or by
the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

X

c) Have a substantial adverse
effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

X

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident
or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

X
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

e) Conflict with any local policies
or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

X

f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The Project is located within an urban environment within the City of Fresno.
According to the March 2020 City of Fresno General Plan Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), urban land provides poor quality habitat for any
special-status species and therefore, are unlikely to occur within the Project area.  Due
to the vehicular traffic through Roeding Park and the surrounding residential and
commercial area of central Fresno, no occurrences of listed and/or proposed
threatened or endangered species will be impacted as a result of the Project.

In order to determine whether the Project is located in an area documented to have
occurrences of listed and/or proposed threatened or endangered species, the
following were reviewed:

¶ United States Fish and Wildlife Service Information (USFW) Planning and
Conservation System (iPaC) database and,

¶ California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB).

The USFW data identifies federally listed and/or candidate species which have a
potential to occur in areas of the subject site’s USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle map.
The CDFW CNDDB is an inventory of the status and locations of rare plants and
animals in California and identifies state and/or federally listed and/or special status
species which have a potential to occur in areas of the subject site’s USGS 7.5-minute
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quadrangle map.  One special species was identified based on the Project’s defined
area on the USFW2 database; the Fresno kangaroo rat (or San Joaquin kangaroo rat)
(Appendix A).

The Fresno kangaroo rat was added to the Federal Endangered Species list in 1985.
The historic range of the Fresno kangaroo rat encompassed an area of grassland and
chenopod scrub communities on the San Joaquin Valley floor.  There are no known
populations within the historical geographic range in Merced, Madera and Fresno
counties.  In Spring 1986, a levee on the south side of the San Joaquin River flooding
the Alkali Sink Ecological Reserve and other habitat designated as critical habitat.
Loss of habitat due to cultivation, year-round grazing and conversion of land to other
uses, coupled with the resulting fragmentation and isolation of populations increase
the probability of extinction2.

In addition, the nesting bird survey conducted by Quad Knopf (QK) indicated that no
special-status species or sensitive biological resources were observed during their
July 2021 survey (Appendix A).

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact on special status
species.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations
or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Natural communities of special concern are those that are of limited distribution,
distinguished by significant biological diversity, home to special status plant and
animal species, of importance in maintaining water quality or sustaining flows, etc.
Examples of natural communities of special concern in the San Joaquin Valley could
include open, ruderal/non-native grassland habitat, which is infrequently disturbed,
vernal pools and various types of riparian forest.

No riparian habitats or any other sensitive natural communities were identified based
upon the National Wetlands Inventory surface waters and wetlands mapper.  In
addition, according to the nesting bird survey, QK stated that the Project is in an urban
park that is heavily disturbed by pedestrian and vehicular traffic.  The Project is
surrounded by residential development, and commercial land use such as the Fresno
Chaffee Zoo and the Storyland Park.  In addition, no riparian habitats or any other
sensitive natural communities were identified based upon the PEIR Appendix D –
Biological Resources, Exhibit 5.4-C – Vegetation Communities Map Index, and based
upon aerial photographs, historical United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
minute topographic maps, and the November 2021 site reconnaissance (Appendix A).

There will be no impact to riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities.

2 USFW source, Fresno Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys nitratoides exilis) | U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (fws.gov)



20

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Under the Clean Water Act (40 CFR § 230.3), wetlands are defined as “those areas
that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration
sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence
of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.  Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.”  Potential wetlands under the
jurisdiction of the United States Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) include waterways,
lakes, streams and natural springs.

No documented or potential wetlands are located at or within a 100-foot radius of the
Project; however, two areas of surface water were observed near the Project site.
Review of the U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish & Wildlife Service’s National
Wetland Inventory (NWI) Map, identified the man-made pond to the south of the
Project and the man-made lake to the southwest of the Project.  Both areas were
designated as Freshwater Ponds, with a Classification Code of PUBHx (Palustrine
(P), Unconsolidated Bottom (UB), Permanently Flooded (H) and a wetland basin or
channel that was excavated by humans (x) (Appendix A).

There will be a less than significant impact to wetland communities.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Wildlife movement corridors are areas where wildlife species regularly and predictably
move during foraging, or during dispersal or migration.  Movement corridors in
California are typically associated with valleys, rivers, and creeks supporting riparian
vegetation, and ridgelines.

QK conducted a nesting bird survey on July 22, 2021.  According to the report dated
July 22, 2021, “The survey focused on identifying the presence of nesting migratory
birds and raptors within the Project area. The survey also focused on detecting the
presence of special-status species and other sensitive biological resources including,
but not limited to, the San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), western burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia), American badger (Taxidea taxus), and Swainson’s hawk
(Buteo swainsoni).

The survey area includes the Project site for nesting migratory birds and raptors, as
well as any potential special-status species and other sensitive biological resources.
The visual survey was conducted during the daytime, during which there is a high
probability of detecting nesting birds and special-status species including sign (e.g.
tracks, scat, prey remains, den, burrows, nests, etc.). Meandering transects were
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walked throughout the survey area looking for potential stick and migratory nests,
birds exhibiting courtship or nesting behavior, and special-status migratory bird and
raptors. Trees were inspected to the extent possible for nests.  Incidental observations
of wildlife species were also documented. Representative photographs were taken to
document site conditions at the time of the survey.

The proposed Project site is an urban park that is heavily disturbed by pedestrian and
vehicular traffic. The Project is surrounded by residential development, and
commercial use land such as the Fresno Chaffee Zoo and the Storyland Park. The
Project site consists of maintained lawn and horticultural tree species. Four bird
species including Canada goose (Branta canadensis), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter
cooperii), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), and mallard (Anas platyrhynchos)
were present. Gopher mounds were observed on the east side of the survey area and
eastern fox squirrels (Sciurus niger), fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), as well as
domestic dog (Canis lupus familiaris), duck (Anas platyrhynchos domesticus), and
goose (Anser anser domesticus) were present. No nesting migratory birds or raptors
or their nests were observed on the Project site during the time of the survey. No
special-status species or sensitive biological resources were observed.

Typically, birds are highly mobile and have the potential to build nests in different
locations and in different trees or structures each nesting season (February 1 to
August 31). If feasible, construction of the Project should commence before February
1 to minimize impacts to nesting birds. Additionally, a pre-construction survey should
be conducted prior to construction commencement.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact on migratory wildlife corridors.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The City of Fresno Municipal Code Section 15-2308 permits the removal of trees,
including trees with 12-inch diameter trunks, in conjunction with a development
application. Compliance with Fresno Municipal Code Section 13-305 ensures that
developers work with City staff to plant appropriate tree species that will provide
desirable growth and beauty characteristics and minimize damage to overhead or
underground infrastructure or facilities. The Open Space Element of the General Plan
directs the City to ensure landmark trees are preserved and the Scenic Highways
Element requires City road improvement projects on scenic roads to preserve mature
trees.

According to the Project design information provided, the existing horticulture tree
species will remain and the fencing to separate large-dog and small dog-areas will
occur across grass-covered areas of the existing park.  The Project development
details pertaining to the site layout, as depicted on the drawings provided, does not
indicate the necessity to remove trees as part of the dog park development activities.
No trees are planned for removal at this time.
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The Project will result in no impact to policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan?

The site is located within an area covered by the PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation
and Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP); however, the HCP only applies
to maintenance and operations of PG&E facilities and does not apply to this Project.

The Project will not conflict with existing conservation plans, and therefore there would
be a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Biological
Resources.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

X

b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?

X

c) Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

X

Archaeological Resources Technology

Archaeological Resources Technology (ART) prepared a Cultural Resources
Assessment on July 25, 2022 for the Proposed Dog Park, Roeding Park in Fresno,
California (Appendix B).

For the currently proposed Roeding Dog Park project in Fresno, California, ART
carried out a records search and performed a field investigation to identify and make
recommendations for potential cultural resources. Cultural resources include Native
American or European-American archaeological sites, architectural resources
(historic districts and standing structures), objects, and traditional cultural properties.

Regulatory Context
Cultural resources include Native American or European-American archaeological
sites, architectural resources (historic districts and standing structures), objects, and
traditional cultural properties. CEQA and its Guidelines require that cultural resources
in the project area are identified, evaluated, and potential project effects to them
mitigated. Cultural resources are defined by the California State Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) as “sites, buildings, structures, objects, and districts (OHP
1995).” These resources are defined as follows:

Site. A site is the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic
occupation or activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or
vanished, where the location itself possesses historic, cultural, or
archaeological value regardless of the value of any existing structure.
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Building. A building, such as a house, barn, church, hotel, or similar
construction, is created principally to shelter any form of human activity.
“Building” may also be used to refer to a historically and functionally related
unit, such as a courthouse and jail, or a house and a barn.

Structure. The term “structure” is used to distinguish from buildings those
functional constructs made usually for purposes other than creating shelter.

Object.  The term “object” is used to distinguish from buildings and structures
those constructions that are primarily artistic in nature or are relatively small in
scale and simply constructed. Although it may be, by nature or design,
movable, an object is associated with a specific setting or environment.

District. A district possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity
of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by
plan or physical development.

CEQA Significance Criteria
The significance of any cultural resource identified during project planning is
measured in terms of criteria for inclusion on the California Register of Historical
Resources (Public Resources Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, §4850.3).  These
measures of significance are provided below.

 (A)  is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage;

 (B)  is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

 (C) embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

 (D)  has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory
or history.

The California OHP suggests that cultural resources over 45 years old be recorded
and evaluated for their potential listing on the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR). Cultural resources specialists may assist in the determination of
whether a resource warrants such evaluation.

Records Search Results
In June 2022, Ms. Carolyn Losee, Registered Professional Archaeologist, personally
performed a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center
(SSJVIC) of the California Historical Resources Information Service (File No. 22-
223). To identify historic properties, the following was consulted: State of California
Office of Historic Preservation Historic Properties Directory, which includes properties
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of the National Register of Historic Places, California Historical Landmarks, California
Points of Historical Interest, the California Register of Historical Resources, as well
as certified local government surveys (see Report List under References).

Results of the records search indicate that Roeding Park was recorded and evaluated
previously for its historical significance (Ambacher, 2010). In 2009 Page & Turnbull
inventoried the park as a historic district (Primary Site No. P-10-004315). In the areas
of entertainment/recreation, community planning & development, and landscape
architecture, the park was identified as meeting National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) Criteria A and C, in addition to California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) Criteria 1 and 3. The period of significance is 1903-1953. Two other sites
were located within the search radius: the Hanford & Summit Lake Railway (CA-FRE-
3109H) and a prehistoric “mound” (P-10-00784). Both of these sites appear to be
located safely beyond the Direct APE for the subject project. Of the five reports on
file at the SSJVIC within the research radius (FR-00135, -02002, --02076, -02722,
and -02733A), most were largely for fiber optic and water systems, and largely linear
in nature.

The existing, relatively recent site records for Roeding Park covered the low, rock
perimeter wall that appears to border the proposed project on its eastern border. A
section of the historic Hanford & Summit Lake Railway also flanks the project to the
east. Both of these items in the local, historical built environment are located safely
beyond the Direct APE for the proposed dog park. Additional park amenities (such
as the picnic structure) that lie within view of the project are also located beyond the
project’s Direct APE. It is ART’s opinion that existing, c2009 and 2010 Roeding Park
site records are sufficient, and do not require updates. It is also ART’s opinion that,
as proposed currently, the development of a dog park could improve, and not detract
from the historical park setting.

Field Survey Methods and Results
In June 2022, Ms. Losee personally visited the project area, performed an intensive
survey, and took photographs. Ms. Losee sought stone tools and production flakes,
bone, fire-altered rock, marine shell, beads, historic artifacts and features or any other
evidence of human activities. For the survey, historic items were defined as any
evidence of human use or habitation older than 50 years. The site is comprised of a
historic park with nearby picnic facilities. Surrounding land use is historic Roeding
Park with zoo and storybook theme park, and Southern Pacific Railroad tracks flank
the park to the east.

Results of ART’s intensive foot reconnaissance for archaeology were negative (no
indications observed). Ground was covered largely by planted sod. Where exposed,
soil was comprised largely of light yellowish-brown, sterile loam. All soil was sterile
culturally, or void of artifacts of evidence of human habitation, and there were no
potential historic properties in view of the subject parcels.
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Findings and Recommendations
Results of ART’s cultural resources investigation that encompassed the project area
were negative. Although unlikely, in the event that a concentration of artifacts or
culturally modified soil deposits (including trash pits older than 50 years) are
discovered at any time during project construction, all work must stop until a qualified
archaeologist views the find to make a preliminary evaluation.  If warranted, further
archaeological work in the discovery area should be performed. If human remains
are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovery until
the County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist evaluate the remains (Public
Resources Code section 5097.98).

City of Fresno

The City of Fresno’s Historic Preservation Specialist, Ms. Alicia Gonzales, prepared a
Memorandum regarding CEQA for Proposed Dog Park located at Roeding Park, 890 W.
Belmont Avenue, Fresno, California 93721 (APN 450-0230-55 and -57) in response to an
opportunity to comment on the proposed project.  The Memorandum is dated July 14,
2022 (Appendix B).

According to the memo, Ms. Gonzales concluded that it is likely the project will not result
in significant impacts to any historic, potentially historic, or archaeological resources
located within the project site.  The project will involve only minor disturbance to the
ground to install the solar light and fencing; additional dog amenities are temporary and
removable.  Activities required to install these objects will likely be done with hand tools
and disturbance to potentially buried resources are highly unlikely.  However, the Dumna
Wo Wah tribe has requested tribal consultation regarding impacts to buried and
undiscovered cultural objects.

Ms. Gonzales recommended complying with the request of the Dumna Wo Wah tribe to
permit a cultural monitor be present during a pedestrian survey.  Photographs should be
taken during the survey to document the setting and daily notes.  All observed
archaeological sites should be documented on California Department Parks and
Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A and an Archaeological
record (523C). The memo also recommended fieldwork for phase 1 archaeological
investigation.  This was completed by ART in June 2022 and described above in their
July 25, 2022 report.

Project Specific Mitigation Measure:
Permit a cultural monitor to be present during a pedestrian survey.  Photographs should
be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily notes.  All observed
archaeological sites should be documented on California Department Parks and
Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A and an Archaeological
record (523C).
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DISCUSSION

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Based on the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by ART and detailed above,
results of the records search indicate that Roeding Park was recorded and evaluated
previously for its historical significance (Ambacher, 2010). The existing, relatively
recent site records for Roeding Park covered the low, rock perimeter wall that appears
to border the proposed project on its eastern border. A section of the historic Hanford
& Summit Lake Railway also flanks the project to the east. Both of these items in the
local, historical built environment are located safely beyond the Direct APE for the
proposed dog park. Additional park amenities (such as the picnic structure) that lie
within view of the project are also located beyond the project’s Direct APE.

In June 2022, Ms. Losee personally visited the project area, performed an intensive
survey, and took photographs. Ms. Losee sought stone tools and production flakes,
bone, fire-altered rock, marine shell, beads, historic artifacts and features or any other
evidence of human activities. For the survey, historic items were defined as any
evidence of human use or habitation older than 50 years. The site is comprised of a
historic park with nearby picnic facilities. Surrounding land use is historic Roeding Park
with zoo and storybook theme park, and Southern Pacific Railroad tracks flank the
park to the east.

It is ART’s opinion that existing, 2009 and 2010 Roeding Park site records are
sufficient, and do not require updates. It is also ART’s opinion that, as proposed
currently, the development of a dog park could improve, and not detract from the
historical park setting.

Based on the Memorandum prepared by the City of Fresno and detailed above,
Historic Preservation Staff has identified records which account for the entire
boundary of Roeding Park which was the former site of locally listed Historic Resource
Fort Miller Block which was relocated outside the City.  Additionally, in 2013 The
Vincent Company Architects as part of the Roeding Park Design Guidelines identified
the Page and Turnball report cited by ART, which includes the Japanese-American
World War II memorial and Dance floor which are approximately 60 ft and 150 ft south
of the project site. The proposed dog park and associated work will result in no
buildings, structures or sites demolished, relocated, or altered as part of the proposed
scope of work. Therefore, it is likely the project will not result in significant impacts to
any historic, potentially historic, or archaeological resources located within the project
site.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact on historical
resources.



28

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

Based on the Memorandum prepared by the City of Fresno dated July 14, 2022
(Appendix B), the proposed dog park and associated work will result in no buildings,
structures or sites demolished, relocated, or altered as part of the proposed scope of
work. Therefore, it is likely the project will not result in significant impacts to any
historic, potentially historic, or archaeological resources located within the project site.
The project will involve only minor disturbance to the ground to install the solar light
and fencing; additional dog amenities are temporary and removable.  Activities
required to install these objects will likely be done with hand tools and disturbance to
potentially buried resources are highly unlikely.  However, the Dumna Wo Wah tribe
has requested tribal consultation regarding impacts to buried and undiscovered
cultural objects.

On March 15, 2022, the City of Fresno submitted an invitation to consult to the Dumna
Wo Wah Tribal Government and the Table Mountain Rancheria of California.  A
response from the Table Mountain Rancheria of California dated April 21, 2022 stated
that they declined participation at this time but would appreciate being notified in the
unlikely event that cultural resources are identified.  An email response from the
Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government dated March 23, 2022 stated that they request a
monitor to be on site during all ground disturbing activities. Chief Ledger stated that
during the early 1800s, the tribe had encampments on and around the project site.
Chief Pahmit used the route to gather medicine, camped, conduct ceremonies, and
buried cultural and spiritual objects in the ground in the project area.

Based on the recommendation of the City’s Historical Preservation Specialist to
conduct the pedestrian survey and on-site monitoring, the City of Fresno PARCS
attempted to contact Chief Ledger several times between July 15 and August 3, 2022
to continue consultation efforts regarding the Project.  The City of Fresno PARCS was
notified by the City of Fresno’s Supervising Planner that Chief Ledger had passed
away.  On August 18, 2022, the City of Fresno PARCS contact the NAHC to identify
an alternate contact for the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government.  Following NAHC
guidance, on August 19, 2022, the City of Fresno PARCS submitted a letter via
Certified Mail to the Dumna Wo-Wah tribal government (addressed to Robert Ledger,
John Ledger and Eric S. Smith) acknowledging Chief Ledger’s request and
incorporating the elements consistent with the City of Fresno Historic Preservation
Specialist’s (Ms. Gonzales)  recommendation pertaining to the requested consultation
into the Project.  As of the date of this study (October 2022) no reply has been received
from the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government.

Project Specific Mitigation Measure:
Permit a cultural monitor to be present during a pedestrian survey.  Photographs
should be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily notes.  All
observed archaeological sites should be documented on California Department Parks
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and Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A and an
Archaeological record (523C).

Based on the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by ART and detailed above,
Ms. Carolyn Losee, Registered Professional Archaeologist, personally visited the
project area, performed an intensive survey, and took photographs. Ms. Losee sought
stone tools and production flakes, bone, fire-altered rock, marine shell, beads, historic
artifacts and features or any other evidence of human activities. For the survey,
historic items were defined as any evidence of human use or habitation older than 50
years. Ground was covered largely by planted sod. Where exposed, soil was
comprised largely of light yellowish-brown, sterile loam. All soil was sterile culturally,
or void of artifacts of evidence of human habitation, and there were no potential historic
properties in view of the subject parcels.  Results of ART’s cultural resources
investigation that encompassed the project area were negative. Although unlikely, in
the event that a concentration of artifacts or culturally modified soil deposits (including
trash pits older than 50 years) are discovered at any time during project construction,
all work must stop until a qualified archaeologist views the find to make a preliminary
evaluation.  If warranted, further archaeological work in the discovery area should be
performed. If human remains are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate
vicinity of the discovery until the County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist
evaluate the remains (Public Resources Code section 5097.98).

Implementation of PEIR mitigation measures CUL – 3 pertaining to protection of
cultural resources will help ensure that the Project will result in a less than significant
impact with mitigation incorporated to archaeological resources.

Mitigation Measure:
CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and grading
activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease immediately.
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no further disturbance
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and
disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be
of Native American descent, the coroner shall within 24 hours notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely
descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant
on how to proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the
discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate
vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or
practices, where the Native American human remains are located is not damaged or
disturbed by further development activity until the landowner has discussed and
conferred with the most likely descendants regarding their recommendations, if
applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. The
landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all reasonable options
regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment.
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c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Although no cultural or archaeological resources, or human remains have been
identified in the Project area, the possibility exists that such resources or remains may
be discovered during Project site preparation and/or construction activities.

CEQA requires the mitigation of potential impacts as much as reasonably feasible
even if the impacts are less than significant.

Project Specific Mitigation Measure:
Permit a cultural monitor to be present during the pedestrian survey during this phase.
Photographs should be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily
notes.  All observed archaeological sites should be documented on California
Department Parks and Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record
523A and an Archaeological record (523C).

Implementation of PEIR mitigation measures CUL – 3 pertaining to protection of
cultural resources will help ensure that the Project will result in less than significant
impact with mitigation incorporated to archaeological resources.

Mitigation Measure:
CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and grading
activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease immediately.
Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no further disturbance
shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and
disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be
of Native American descent, the coroner shall within 24 hours notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely
descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant
on how to proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the
discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate
vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or
practices, where the Native American human remains are located is not damaged or
disturbed by further development activity until the landowner has discussed and
conferred with the most likely descendants regarding their recommendations, if
applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. The
landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all reasonable options
regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment.
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Mitigation Measures
1. The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the Cultural Resources related

mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring
Checklist dated October 2022.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

VI. ENERGY – Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

X

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state
or local plan for renewable energy
or energy efficiency?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

The Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources as minimal energy consumption would be utilized during
construction and/or operation and maintenance of the dog park.  Energy usage at the
Project will consist of solar lighting that will be relocated from the existing dog park to
the Project.  The Project would comply with existing energy standards.

Therefore, a less than significant impact on energy consumption will result from the
relocation of the dog park.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The Project will utilize minimal energy resources during the construction of the Project,
and continued operation and maintenance activities of the dog park. Energy
consumption may include but is not limited to: vehicle and equipment trips during
various construction activities, electric and natural gas consumption during Project
construction and/or operation.  No conflict with renewable energy or energy efficiency
will result from the Project.

Energy impacts would be considered less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Energy.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:

a) Directly or Indirectly cause
potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for
the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication
42.

X

ii) Strong seismic ground
shaking?

X

iii) Seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction?

X

iv) Landslides? X

b) Result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil?

X

c) Be located on a geologic unit or
soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

X

d) Be located on expansive soil,
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

X
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant

Impact

Less Than
Significant

with
Mitigation

Incorporated

Less Than
Significant

Impact

No
Impact

e) Have soils incapable of
adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where
sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

X

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

The project site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone.  There are no known major or active faults crossing the
site or in close proximity to the site.  The nearest known active regional fault is
the Great Valley Fault Zone, approximately 40 miles southwest of the project
site. The San Andreas Fault is approximately 66 miles southwest of the project
site.  Since no known surface expression of active faults is believed to cross the
site, fault rupture through the site is not anticipated.

Less than significant impacts would occur.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?

The California Geological Survey maintains a web-based computer model that
estimates probabilistic seismic ground motions for any location within California.
The computer model estimates the “Design Basis Earthquake” ground motion,
which is defined as the peak horizontal ground acceleration with a 10-percent
chance of exceedance in 50 years (475-year return period).

Although the City of Fresno is located in an area of low seismic activity, the faults
and fault systems that lie along the eastern and western boundaries of Fresno
County, as well as other regional faults, have the potential to produce high-
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magnitude earthquakes throughout the County.  The City of Fresno is located
on alluvial deposits, which tend to experience greater ground shaking intensities
than areas located on hard rock.  However, the distance to the faults that are
the expected sources of the shaking would be such that the effects should be
minimal.  Additionally, the proposed project does not include any activities or
components which could feasibly cause strong seismic ground shaking, either
directly or indirectly.

There will be a less than significant impact.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The potential for seismic related ground failure (liquefaction, lateral spreading,
and lurching) occurring on the project site is minimal because of the absence of
high groundwater levels and saturated loose granular soil on the project site.  In
addition, the intensity of ground shaking from a large, distant earthquake is
expected to be relatively low on the project site and, therefore, would not be
severe enough to induce liquefaction on site.  These characteristics indicate that
the project site has a low susceptibility to liquefaction and liquefaction-related
phenomena.

Less than significant impacts would occur.

iv. Landslides?

There are no substantial slopes on or near the project site.  Therefore, the
opportunity for slope failure in response to the long-term geologic cycle of uplift,
mass wasting, and difference of slopes is unlikely and less than significant.

Less than significant impacts would occur.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Construction activities to develop the dog park, such as the installation of fencing and
dog amenities, would likely be competed using hand tools or small-scale equipment
as opposed to large grading or earth-moving equipment; therefore, development of
the Project will not create the potential for substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.
Any soil erosion impacts would be temporary.  Best management practices will be
developed to prevent significant impacts related to erosion during construction
activities.

Since impacts related to erosion would be temporary and limited to construction
activities, the impact will be less than significant.
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

There are no geologic hazards or unstable soil conditions known to exist on the site.
The existing topography is flat with no apparent unique or significant landforms.
Development of the property requires compliance with grading and drainage
standards of the City of Fresno.

Impacts will be less than significant.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?

Expansive soils contain large amounts of clay, which absorb water and cause the soil
to increase in volume. The soils associated with the Project, Delhi loamy sand, are
somewhat excessively drained, and therefore have a limited ability to absorb water or
exhibit expansive soil behavior. The soils associated with the Project area are not
suitable for expansion, therefore, implementation of the project will pose no direct or
indirect risk to life or property caused by expansive soils.

Impacts will be less than significant.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

The Project does not plan for the inclusion of septic tanks or any other alternative
wastewater disposal systems.

Therefore, there will be no impact.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

According to the Fresno General Plan PEIR, there are no known paleontological
resources that exist within the Project site.  Nevertheless, previously unknown
paleontological resources could be disturbed during Project construction. Therefore,
due to the ground disturbing activities that will occur as a result of the Project, the
measures within the PEIR for the Fresno General Plan, Mitigation Monitoring Checklist
to address archaeological resources, paleontological resources, and human remains
will be employed to guarantee that, should archaeological and/or animal fossil material
be encountered during Project excavations, then work shall stop immediately; and,
that qualified professionals in the respective field are contacted and consulted in order
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to ensure that the activities of the proposed Project will not involve physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of historic, archaeological, or paleontological
resources.

Implementation of PEIR mitigation measures GEO-6.1 pertaining to protection of
paleontological/geological resources will help ensure that the Project will result in less
than significant impact with mitigation incorporated related to paleontological
resources.

Mitigation Measure:
GEO-6.1: If unique paleontological/geological resources are found during the field
survey or literature review, the resources shall be inventoried and evaluated for
significance. If the resources are found to be significant, mitigation measures shall be
identified by the qualified paleontologist. Similar to above, appropriate mitigation
measures for significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation
of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the
finds. In addition, appropriate mitigation for excavation and construction activities in
the vicinity of the resources found during the field survey or literature review shall
include a paleontological monitor. The monitoring period shall be determined by the
qualified paleontologist. If additional paleontological/geological resources are found
during excavation and/or construction activities, the procedure identified above for the
discovery of unknown resources shall be followed.

Mitigation Measures
2. The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the Geology and Soils related

mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring
Checklist dated October 2022.
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment?

X

b) Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

The City of Fresno Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Plan was updated in 2021 to conform with
existing applicable State climate change policies and regulations and outlines
strategies that the City will undertake to achieve its proportional share of GHG
emission reductions.  The GHG Reduction Plan Update Consistency Checklist
(Checklist) has been developed to achieve that City’s overall GHG reduction goals.
Projects that meet the requirements of the Checklist will be deemed to be consistent
with the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and will be found to have a less that
significant contribution to cumulative GHG pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b).

Based upon completion of the Checklist, the proposed Project is consistent with the
approved General Plan, Specific Plan, and Community Plan planned use designation
of Multi and the zoning designation of PR – Parks and Recreation.  The construction
phase of the Project may emit GHG emissions, but these will be temporary in nature
during only the construction phase (Appendix C).

The Project will not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment; therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Completion of the Checklist indicates the Project will be deemed to be consistent with
the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and will be found to have a less that
significant contribution to cumulative GHG pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b).  The Project will not conflict with an applicable
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases or obstruct implementation of the GHG Plan and applicable SCS
Plan area.  The Project furthers the achievement of City of Fresno’s greenhouse gas
reduction goals. A copy of the completed Checklist is in Appendix C.

Impacts will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Greenhouse
Gas Emissions.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL – Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous
materials?

X

b) Create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

X

c) Emit hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

X

d) Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

X

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the
project result in
a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?

X
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f) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

X

g) Expose people or structures,
either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The Project does not involve the transport, use, storage or disposal of hazardous
materials.  Small amounts of pesticides, fertilizers and/or cleaning agents may be
required at the dog park for purposes of normal maintenance of structures and
landscaping.  None of these materials will be stored at the Project.  Project
construction activities may involve the use and transport of hazardous materials;
however, the use of such materials would be considered minimal and would not
require these materials to be stored in bulk form.

The Project will have a less than significant impact from hazardous materials.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

There is no reasonably foreseeable condition or incident involving the Project that
could result in release of hazardous materials into the environment, other than any
potential accidental releases of standard fuels, solvents, or chemicals encountered
during typical construction of the dog park.  Should an accidental hazardous release
occur or should the Project encounter hazardous soils, existing regulations for
handling hazardous materials require coordination with the California Department of
Toxic Substances Control for an appropriate plan of action, which can include studies
or testing to determine the nature and extent of contamination, as well as handling
and proper disposal.

Therefore, potential impacts are considered to be less than significant.
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

The Project is not within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school and the
Project will not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The Project site is not listed as a hazardous materials site pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 (referred to as the Cortese list) and is not included on a list
compiled by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).

However, according to the May 10, 2022 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
(ESA) (Appendix D), the Project site is within Roeding Park which is listed on
numerous databases in relation to the park’s Maintenance Yard which is
approximately 1,300 feet southwest of the Project.  According to the State of California
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Geotracker database available via
the RWQCB Internet Website records, and the report compiled by Environmental Data
Resources, Inc. (EDR), evidence of a petroleum hydrocarbon release was discovered
in December 1995 upon removal of a 2,000-gallon unleaded gasoline UST, a 500-
gallon UST containing 2-cycle fuel, and a 60-gallon solvent UST in the Roeding Park
Maintenance Yard.  In addition, two fuel dispensers and associated piping were
removed as part of the facility fueling upgrade activities.

Soil samples were collected from the base of the excavation and beneath each of the
USTs and from the base of the dispensers.  Based on the results of the investigations,
it was estimated that 350 to 525 cubic yards of soil were impacted. Groundwater
samples were collected and reported to be “none detected” at 105 feet bgs, with some
concentrations noted in samples collected at 25 and 35 feet bgs.  The report noted
that differences in concentrations were likely attributable to natural attenuation or bio-
degradation due to the 12-year period between the 1996 and 2008 investigations.

According to the RWQCB, the case appeared to be a candidate for closure as a low
risk site without remediation; however, a soil vapor assessment was required to be
completed to show no excess risk to human health.  The soil vapor investigation was
conducted in 2008 and the LUST case was closed by the RWQCB on October 26,
2009.  Based on Maintenance Yard’s distance of approximately 1,300 feet southwest
of the Project, and Krazan’s review of RWQCB records, impacts from the closed LUST
listing are not an environmental concern in connection with the Project site.
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Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

The Project is located approximately 1.5 miles north of the Fresno Chandler Executive
Airport, a public use airport.  The airport is owned and operated by the City of Fresno
and is a reliever airport for the Fresno Yosemite International Airport.  The Project is
not located in any of the Safety Compatibility Zones, including FAA-designated
Runway Protection Zone (Zone 1), Inner Approach or Turning Zone (Zones 2 and 3),
Outer Approach or Sideline Safety Zone (Zone 4 and 5) or Traffic Pattern Zone (Zone
6).  According to review of the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the Recreational Activities associated with a regional
park or zoo, are compatible and can be carried out with essentially no interference
from aircraft noise.  Airport land use noise compatibility shall be evaluated in terms of
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), as defined in Title 21, Subchapter 6,
of the California Code of Regulations (noise standards). The maximum noise
exposure which shall be considered normally acceptable for residential areas is 65 db
CNEL. CNEL is acceptable for outdoor activities, although some noise interference
may occur, caution should be exercised with regards to noise-sensitive uses.  The
Project will not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the Project area.

The Project will have a less than significant impact.

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Project’s design, as presented, does not including the alteration of existing
roadways with Roeding Park.  The City’s design and environmental review procedures
of the Project shall ensure compliance with emergency response and evacuation
plans.  In addition, the site plan will be reviewed by the Fire Department per standard
City procedure to ensure consistency with emergency response and evacuation
needs.

The Project will have a less than significant impact on an emergency evacuation
plan.



45

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

The Project site and surrounding area is developed with urban uses and is not
considered to be wildlands. The proposed Project would not expose people or
structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildfires.

The Project will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Hazards and
Hazardous Materials.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or
ground water quality?

X

b) Substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project
may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the
basin?

X

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the
alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:

i) Result in a substantial erosion
or siltation on- or off-site;

X

ii) Substantially  increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site;

X

iii) create or contribute runoff
water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; or

X

iv) impede or redirect flood
flows?

X
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project
inundation?

X

e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Implementation of the Project as a dog park would not violate water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements, and would not substantially degrade surface or
groundwater quality.  No waste discharge requirements are associated with this area
of Roeding Park’s usage as a dog park.

The Project will have a less than significant impact.

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

The Project will use municipally-supplied water for drinking fountains, pet fountains,
and irrigation.  The ground surface at the Project site is grass-covered and plans
indicate the ground surface would remain essentially unchanged.  The dog park would
allow infiltration to groundwater recharge. Water would be required to maintain healthy
lawn and landscaping.  The Project construction and operation would not significantly
decrease or interfere with groundwater supply or quality.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact to decreasing groundwater
supplies.
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c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The Project site is flat and no change in the drainage pattern of the Project or
surrounding area is planned.  The continued use of the area as a park,
specifically a dog park, will allow for continued natural infiltration into the ground
surface.  There is no stream or river through the Project and there is no natural
body of water through or in the vicinity of the Project that will be affected. The
Project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site.

The impact is therefore less than significant.

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner,
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

The Project would not result in substantial surface runoff or contribute to
flooding on- or off-site. The continued use of the area as a park, specifically a
dog park, will allow for continued natural infiltration into the ground surface.
While there is the potential for runoff to occur during Project construction,
surface runoff is anticipated to be minimal; therefore, impacts related to
stormwater runoff, including flooding, would be less than significant.

The Project will have a less than significant impact.

iii. Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

The Project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.  The Project would
not provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  The Project may
result in less than significant impacts to water quality due to potentially polluted
runoff generated during construction activities. Construction activities, including
minor excavation, grading, trenching for irrigation lines and other earth-work
may occur across the Project site. During storm events, exposed construction
areas across the Project site may cause runoff to carry pollutants, such as
chemicals, oils, sediment, and debris. The Project will be required to comply
with all requirements of the City of Fresno Department of Public Utilities that will
reduce the Project’s runoff impacts to less than significant.
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The impact will be less than significant.

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

According to the FEMA FIRM map 06019C 1565H, the Project site is within an
area of minimal flood hazard (Zone X) (unshaded).  The Project site is flat and
would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. The
Project would not direct excess surface waters, impede or redistrict any potential
flood flows (Appendix A).

The impact will be less than significant.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The Project is located inland and not near an ocean, large body of water or lake;
therefore, would not be affected by a tsunami or seiche. Since the Project is located
in an urban area that is not susceptible to inundation, the Project would not risk release
of pollutants due to Project inundation.

As such, there would be no impact.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The Project will not conflict with the implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact concerning the above
described hydrology and water quality impact analysis criteria.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Hydrology and
Water Quality.
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established
community?

X

b) Cause a significant
environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental
effect?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Physically divide an established community?

The Project site is zoned PR – Parks and Recreational by the City of Fresno Planning
and Development.  The Project will not physically divide an established community as
the dog park is proposed to be developed within Roeding Park, an established
regional park within the City of Fresno since the early 1900s.  The Project is
anticipated to promote a sense of community by providing an area for pets and their
owners.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact.

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The Project plan is to relocated the existing dog park on the western side of Roeding
Park with a new dog park to be located on the eastern side of the park.  The
construction of the Project is consistent with respective general plan objectives and
policies and will not significantly conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or
regulations of the City of Fresno.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Land Use and
Planning.
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability
of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region
and the residents of the state?

X

b) Result in the loss of availability
of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

There are no known mineral resources in the Project area and none are identified in
the City’s General Plan near the Project site.

Therefore, the Project will result in no impact.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

There are no known mineral resources in the Project area and none are identified in
the City’s General Plan near the Project site.

Therefore, the Project will result in no impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Mineral
Resources.
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XIII. NOISE – Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other
agencies?

X

b) Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

X

c) For a project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip or an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or
working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or
federal standards?

The Project is located in close proximity to two major roadways and a rail line.  The
transportation corridor consists of North Golden State Boulevard, the Southern Pacific
Railroad line and North Weber Avenue and is approximately 250 feet wide.
Commercial uses and single-family residences are located adjacent to the east of the
transportation corridor. The Project would not generate a permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in excess of the standards established in the Fresno General
Plan and PEIR as well as the noise ordinance of the Fresno Municipal Code.  During
the construction phase of the Project, some noise generating activities may be
present; however, they will be temporary in nature.  Although the Project may create
additional activity in the area, the Project will be required to comply with all noise
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policies and development standards identified within the Fresno General Plan and
PEIR as well as the noise ordinance of the Fresno Municipal Code.

The noise levels would be less than significant.

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The Project would not generate excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels.  Some vibration-generating activities may occur during construction
activities; however, these activities would be temporary in nature and would occur
during normal daytime working hours.

Therefore, short-term construction impacts associated with the exposure of persons
to or the generation of ground-borne vibrations or noise would be less than
significant.

c) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

The closest airport is the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport, located approximately
1.5 miles south of the Project, while the Fresno-Yosemite International Airport is
approximately 5.5 miles east of the Project. The Project is outside the noise level
contours identified in the Fresno Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan for both airports.

The Project would not expose people at the Project to excessive noise levels
associated with such airport facilities; therefore, there is a less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Noise.
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

X

b) Displace substantial numbers
of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The development of the Project as a dog park would not induce unplanned population
growth in the vicinity of the Project.

Therefore, the Project will have a no impact on population growth in the area.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project will not displace any existing people or housing.

The Project will have no impact on people or housing.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Population and
Housing.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for
any of the public services:

Fire protection? X

Police protection? X

Schools? X

Parks? X

Other public facilities? X

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for
any of the public services:

i. Fire protection?

The Project site is located approximately 1.5 road miles south from Fresno Fire
Station No. 9, at 2340 North Vagedes Avenue and approximately 2.0 road miles
east from Fresno Fire Station No. 19, Fresno Fire Station No. 19, at 3187 West
Belmont Avenue. The City of Fresno Fire Department operates its facilities
under the guidance set by the National Fire Protection Association in NFPA
1710, the Standard for the Organization and Deployment of Fire Suppression
Operations, Emergency Medical Operations, and Special Operation to the
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Public by Career Fire Departments. NFPA 1710 sets standards for turnout time,
travel time, and total response time for fire and emergency medical incidents,
as well as other standards for operation and fire service. The Fire Department
has established the objectives set forth in NFPA 1710 as department objectives
to ensure the public health, safety, and welfare.  Demand for fire service
generated by the Project is within planned services levels of the Fire
Department.

Impacts to fire services will therefore be less than significant.

ii. Police protection?

The proposed Project is within the City of Fresno, Central Police District with the
station located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Project.  City police
protection services are also available to serve the proposed Project with no new
facilities required for police protection.

Impacts would be less than significant.

iii. Schools?

The Project will not result in the need for construction of new school facilities.

Therefore, there will be no impact.

iv. Parks?

The Project consists of the development of a dog park within Roeding Park, a
regional park within the City of Fresno.

Therefore, there will be no impact.

v. Other public facilities?

The City will provide water service connections for planned drinking water
fountains at the park and for irrigation/sprinkler systems.  No restrooms are
planned for the dog park; therefore, sanitary sewer service connections will not
be required.

The Project will result in a less than significant impact of other public facilities.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Public Services.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
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XVI. RECREATION - Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

X

b) Does the project include
recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

The Project involves the re-location of the existing dog park within Roeding Park to a
new location within the park.   The Project’s use of an approximately 1-acre area within
Roeding Park (a regional park) is not anticipated to substantially accelerate the
physical deterioration of the remaining areas of Roeding Park.  The development of
the Project may provide awareness or interest by members of the community using
the new dog park to visit the Chaffee Zoo, Storyland or Playland.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

The Project is located within an existing recreational facility and will not require
construction or expansion within the boundaries of Roeding Park that would have an
adverse physical effect on the environment.

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Recreation.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
Potentially
Significant
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XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

X

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

X

c) Substantially increase hazards
due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

X

d) Result in inadequate
emergency access?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

The development of the dog park within Roeding Park does not conflict with transit,
roadway, bicycle or pedestrian facilities existing within the park.  No alterations to the
existing circulation system of Roeding Park are planned in association with
development of the dog park.  The Project would not conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy related to the effectiveness or performance of the circulation
system.

Impacts will be less than significant

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that relevant CEQA analysis of transportation impacts
be conducted using a metric known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of Level
of Service (LOS). VMT measures how much actual auto travel (additional miles driven)
a proposed project would create on California roads. If the project adds excessive car
travel onto our roads, the project may cause a significant transportation impact.
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The State CEQA Guidelines were amended to implement SB 743, by adding Section
15064.3. Among its provisions, Section 15064.3 confirms that, except with respect to
transportation projects, a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a
significant environmental impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic
facilities is no longer a relevant CEQA criteria for transportation impacts.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states that “[a] lead agency has discretion to
evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change
in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency
may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled and may revise those
estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any
assumptions used to estimate used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revision
to model outputs should be documented and explained in the environmental document
prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the
analysis described in this section.”

On June 25, 2020, the City of Fresno adopted CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles
Traveled Thresholds, dated June 25, 2020, pursuant to Senate Bill 743 to be effective
of July 1, 2020. The thresholds described therein are referred to herein as the City of
Fresno VMT Thresholds. The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds document was prepared
and adopted consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.3
and 15064.7. The December 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory) published by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR), was utilized as a reference and guidance document in the
preparation of the Fresno VMT Thresholds.

The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds adopted a screening standard and criteria that
can be used to screen out qualified projects that meet the adopted criteria from
needing to prepare a detailed VMT analysis.

The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds Section 3.0 regarding Project Screening
discusses a variety of projects that may be screened out of a VMT analysis including
specific development and transportation projects.  For development projects,
conditions may exist that would presume that a development project has a less than
significant impact. These may be size, location, proximity to transit, or tripȤmaking
potential. For transportation projects, the primary attribute to consider with
transportation projects is the potential to increase vehicle travel, sometimes referred
to as “induced travel.”

The Project is eligible to screen out based on its size (1.8 acres), since the
development of the dog park is for Public Service Use, and because the Project would
generate fewer than 500 average daily trips (ADT).

In conclusion, the Project will result in a less than significant VMT impact and is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b).
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

The design of the proposed development has been evaluated and determined to be
consistent with respect to compliance with City of Fresno standards, specification and
policies. The site plan appears to provide adequate circulation throughout the site.
The Project would not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible use.

Therefore, is less than significant impact.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

The Project will not create hazards or conflict with emergency access. The Project will
be accessible from either West Belmont Avenue or West Olive Avenue in case of an
emergency.

Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact associated with
emergency access.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Transportation.
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in
PRC section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value
to a California Native American
tribe, and that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined
in PRC section 5020.1(k), or,

X

ii) A resource determined by the
lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of PRC section
5024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC
section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

X

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
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Based on the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by ART and detailed
above in Section V – Cultural Resources, results of the records search indicate
that Roeding Park was recorded and evaluated previously for its historical
significance (Ambacher, 2010).  The existing, relatively recent site records for
Roeding Park covered the low, rock perimeter wall that appears to border the
proposed project on its eastern border. A section of the historic Hanford &
Summit Lake Railway also flanks the project to the east. Both of these items in
the local, historical built environment are located safely beyond the Direct APE
for the proposed dog park. Additional park amenities (such as the picnic
structure) that lie within view of the project are also located beyond the project’s
Direct APE.

In June 2022, Ms. Losee personally visited the project area, performed an
intensive survey, and took photographs. Ms. Losee sought stone tools and
production flakes, bone, fire-altered rock, marine shell, beads, historic artifacts
and features or any other evidence of human activities. For the survey, historic
items were defined as any evidence of human use or habitation older than 50
years. The site is comprised of a historic park with nearby picnic facilities.
Surrounding land use is historic Roeding Park with zoo and storybook theme
park, and Southern Pacific Railroad tracks flank the park to the east.  It is ART’s
opinion that existing, c2009 and 2010 Roeding Park site records are sufficient,
and do not require updates. It is also ART’s opinion that, as proposed currently,
the development of a dog park could improve, and not detract from the historical
park setting.

Based on the Memorandum prepared by the City of Fresno and detailed above,
Historic Preservation Staff has identified records which account for the entire
boundary of Roeding Park which was the former site of locally listed Historic
Resource Fort Miller Block which was relocated outside the City.  Additionally,
in 2013 The Vincent Company Architects as part of the Roeding Park Design
Guidelines identified the Page and Turnball report cited by ART, which includes
the Japanese-American World War II memorial and Dance floor which are
approximately 60 ft and 150 ft south of the project site. The proposed dog park
and associated work will result in no buildings, structures or sites demolished,
relocated, or altered as part of the proposed scope of work. Therefore, it is likely
the project will not result in significant impacts to any historic, potentially historic,
or archaeological resources located within the project site.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact on historical
resources.

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
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5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to
a California Native American tribe.

Although no cultural or archaeological resources, or human remains have been
identified in the Project area, the possibility exists that such resources or
remains may be discovered during Project site preparation and/or construction
activities.

On February 15, 2022 Krazan & Associates initiated Native American
consultation with a request to the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) to search the NACH Sacred Land files in order to identify the potential
presence of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area.
On May 5, 2022, the NAHC replied to the consultation that the result of the
Sacred Land File check was negative (Appendix B).

On March 15, 2022, the City of Fresno submitted an invitation to consult to the
Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government and the Table Mountain Rancheria of
California.  A response from the Table Mountain Rancheria of California dated
April 21, 2022 stated that they declined participation at this time but would
appreciate being notified in the unlikely event that cultural resources are
identified.  An email response from the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government
dated March 23, 2022 stated that they request a monitor to be on site during all
ground disturbing activities. Chief Ledger stated that during the early 1800s, the
tribe had encampments on and around the project site.  Chief Pahmit used the
route to gather medicine, camped, conduct ceremonies, and buried cultural and
spiritual objects in the ground in the project area.

Based on the recommendation of the City’s Historical Preservation Specialist to
conduct the pedestrian survey and on-site monitoring, the City of Fresno
PARCS attempted to contact Chief Ledger several times between July 15 and
August 3, 2022 to continue consultation efforts regarding the Project.  The City
of Fresno PARCS was notified by the City of Fresno’s Supervising Planner that
Chief Ledger had passed away.  On August 18, 2022, the City of Fresno PARCS
contact the NAHC to identify an alternate contact for the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal
Government.  Following NAHC guidance, on August 19, 2022, the City of Fresno
PARCS submitted a letter via Certified Mail to the Dumna Wo-Wah tribal
government (addressed to Robert Ledger, John Ledger and Eric S. Smith)
acknowledging Chief Ledger’s request and incorporating the elements
consistent with the City of Fresno Historic Preservation Specialist’s (Ms.
Gonzales)  recommendation pertaining to the requested consultation into the
Project.  As of the date of this study (October 2022) no reply has been received
from the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government.

Project Specific Mitigation Measure:
Permit a cultural monitor to be present during a pedestrian survey.  Photographs
should be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily notes.  All
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observed archaeological sites should be documented on California Department
Parks and Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A and
an Archaeological record (523C).

Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native American
remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to
generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the
Native American human remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by
further development activity until the landowner has discussed and conferred
with the most likely descendants regarding their recommendations, if applicable,
taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. The landowner
shall discuss and confer with the descendants all reasonable options regarding
the descendants' preferences for treatment.

Implementation of PEIR mitigation measures CUL-1.2 and CUL-3 pertaining to
protection of cultural resources will help ensure that the Project will result in less
than significant impact with mitigation incorporated to archaeological
resources.

Mitigation Measure:
CUL-1.2: Prior to approval of any discretionary project that could result in an
adverse change to a potential historic and/or cultural resource, the City shall
require a site-specific evaluation of historic and/or cultural resources by a
professional who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Qualifications. The evaluation
shall provide recommendations to mitigate potential impacts to historic and/or
cultural resources and shall be approved by the Director of Planning and
Development.

CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and
grading activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease
immediately. Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the
necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section
5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the
coroner shall within 24 hours notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely descendent of the
deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant on how to
proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the
discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the
immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological
standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are located
is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the landowner
has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendants regarding their
recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants
all reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment.
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Mitigation Measures
3. The proposed project shall implement and incorporate the Tribal Cultural Resources

related mitigation measures as identified in the attached Project Specific Mitigation
Monitoring Checklist dated October 2022.
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:

a) Require or result in the
relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effect?

X

b) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry
and multiple dry years?

X

c) Result in a determination by the
waste water treatment provider,
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing
commitments?

X

d) Generate solid waste in excess
of state or local standards, or in
excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

X

e) Comply with federal, state, and
local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

X
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DISCUSSION

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

The Project will not require the construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, natural gas or telecommunications facilities.  The
Project may require connections to existing municipal water and electric power
sources already provided to the Project vicinity within Roeding Park.  New
connections, if necessary, will not cause significant environmental effects since
sources are already provided to Roeding Park.

Impacts will be less than significant.

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Water supplies needed for the Project include the use of existing or new irrigation lines
to maintain lawn/grass areas, and water supply for drinking fountains and pet
fountains.  Roeding Park and the Project area are connected to the City of Fresno
Municipal system.

Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

There are no restrooms planned in association with construction of the Project.  The
Project plans to include drinking water fountain(s) and pet fountains to the dog park
which would produce minimal amounts of waste water.

Therefore, demand to the wastewater treatment provider would have a less than
significant impact.

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?

The Project will not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards.  Solid
waste will be collected in 32-gallon trash receptacles with liners and flat top lids.  A
trash receptacle will be placed in both the large-dog and small-dog sides of the  dog
park.  A dog waste station will also be placed in both the large-dog and small-dog
sides of the dog park.
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Solid waste generation will be a less than significant impact as a result of the
Project.

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

The Project will not generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards.  The
Project will comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations regarding solid waste.

Solid waste will be a less than significant impact as a result of the Project.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Utilities and
Service Systems.
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XX. WILDFIRE – If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

X

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds,
and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

X

c) Require the installation or
maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

X

d) Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including
downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result
of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones.  The Project site is surrounded by a regional
park beyond which is an existing network of City streets. The improvements include
vehicle access points along West Olive and West Belmont Avenues, both of which
would be available during an emergency. The Project would not impair
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implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.

The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones.

The Project will have no impact.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

The Project is located in an urban area, which is not considered at a significant risk
of wildfire.  The risk of wildfire is related to a variety of parameters, including fuel
loading (vegetation), fire weather (winds, temperatures, humidity levels and fuel
moisture contents) and topography (degree of slope). Steep slopes contribute to fire
hazard by intensifying the effects of wind and making fire suppression difficult. Fuels
such as grass are highly flammable because they have a high surface area to mass
ratio and require less heat to reach the ignition point.

The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones.

The Project will have no impact.

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that
may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

The Project is within an urban area of the City of Fresno and would not require the
installation or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment.

The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones.

The Project will have no impact.

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Landslides include rockfalls, deep slope failure, and shallow slope failure. Factors
such as the geological conditions, drainage, slope, vegetation, and others directly
affect the potential for landslides. One of the most common causes of landslides is
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construction activity that is associated with road building (i.e. cut and fill).  The Project
Site is flat and the proposed pocket park will incorporate the City-owned roadway
“triangle” and the existing right-turn pavement space into the pocket park.

The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones.

The Project will have no impact.

Mitigation Measures
There are no mitigation measures for the Project, as proposed, relating to Wildfire.
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XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the
potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

X

b) Does the project have impacts
that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental
effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

X

c) Does the project have
environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

X

DISCUSSION

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or
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restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

The Project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species and will not threaten plant communities
or endanger any floral or faunal species. Furthermore, the Project has no potential to
eliminate important examples of elements of California history or prehistory.

In conclusion, the Project will result in a less than significant impact concerning the
above described Mandatory Findings of Significance impact analysis criteria.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.)

The Project does not have incremental effects from past, current or probable future
projects that when combined, are “cumulatively considerable”.

In conclusion, the Project will result in a less than significant impact concerning the
above described Mandatory Findings of Significance impact analysis criteria.

c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The Project is consistent with applicable environmental policies and mitigation
measures are required in several areas to reduce any potential significant impacts to
less than significant.  Given the mitigation measures required of the Project and the
analysis detailed in the preceding Initial Study, the Project does not have
environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly.

Therefore, the Project will result in a less than significant impact.
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LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONSULTATIONS

List of Preparers

Krazan & Associates, Inc.

¶ Laurie K. Blakeman, Project Manager
¶ Jason R. Paul, Environmental Regional Manager

Persons and Agencies Consulted

City of Fresno

¶ Gregory A. Barfield, Municipal Service Center, Fresno Area Express/FAX
¶ Chief Byron Beagles, Fire Prevention Engineer
¶ Debra Bernard, Project Manager
¶ Nicholas Conley, Senior Engineering Technician, Airport Administration
¶ Lt. Jose Garza, Police Department
¶ Alicia C. Gonzalez, Historic Preservation Specialist (Cultural Resources Assessment)
¶ Scott Tyler, Traffic Engineering Division

Fresno County Department of Community Health – Human Services System

¶ Kevin Tsuda, Environmental Health Specialist II

Fresno Irrigation District

¶ Laurence Kimura, P.E., Chief Engineer

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District

¶ Rick Lyons, Engineer III

Fresno Unified School District

¶ Alex Bellanger, Assistant Superintendent

Native American Heritage Commission

¶ Emily Archer, Cultural Resources Analyst
¶ Cameron Vela, Cultural Resources Analyst

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

¶ Carol Flores, Air Quality Specialist



76

MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

October 2022

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was formulated based on findings of
the Initial Study Checklist (IS) prepared for the Roeding Park Dog Park Project in the City of
Fresno (City).  This MMRP is in compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, which
requires that the Lead Agency “adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which
it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant
environmental effects.”  The MMRP lists mitigation measures recommended in the IS and
identifies mitigation monitoring requirements.  Applicable mitigation measures from the City of
Fresno PEIR are incorporated into the checklist as well.

The MMRP is organized in a matrix format. The first column identifies the mitigation measure.
The second column, entitled “Mitigation Responsibility,” refers to the party responsible for
implementing the mitigation measure. The third column, entitled “Monitoring/Reporting Agency,”
refers to the agency responsible for oversight or ensuring that the mitigation measure is
implemented. The fourth column, entitled “Monitoring Timing/Schedule,” refers to when
monitoring will occur to ensure that the mitigating action is completed.
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Project Specific Mitigation Monitoring Checklist
October 2022

Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Responsibility

Monitoring/
Reporting Agency

Monitoring
Timing/Schedule

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CUL-1.2: Prior to approval of any discretionary project that could result in an adverse
change to a potential historic and/or cultural resource, the City shall require a site-specific
evaluation of historic and/or cultural resources by a professional who meets the Secretary
of Interior’s Qualifications. The evaluation shall provide recommendations to mitigate
potential impacts to historic and/or cultural resources and shall be approved by the
Director of Planning and Development.

Project Applicant
and qualified
historical resources
specialist

Planning and
Development
Department

Cultural resources study to be
completed during environmental
review and prior to approval of
discretionary project. The City shall
ensure that project-specific mitigation
is incorporated into project plans
prior to project approval.

CUL-3: In the event that human remains are unearthed during excavation and grading
activities of any future development project, all activity shall cease immediately. Pursuant
to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no further disturbance shall occur until
the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant
to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be of Native American
descent, the coroner shall within 24 hours notify the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact the most likely descendent of the
deceased Native American, who shall then serve as the consultant on how to proceed
with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native
American remains, the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to
generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native
American human remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by further
development activity until the landowner has discussed and conferred with the most
likely descendants regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the
possibility of multiple human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the
descendants all reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences for
treatment.

Project Applicant
and qualified
historical resources
specialist

Planning and
Development
Department

Planning and Development
Department to review construction
specifications to ensure inclusion of
provisions included in mitigation
measure.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS
GEO-6.1: Subsequent to a preliminary City review of the project grading plans, if there is
evidence that a project will include excavation or construction activities within previously
undisturbed soils, a field survey and literature search for unique paleontological/
geological resources shall be conducted. The following procedures shall be followed:
• If unique paleontological/geological resources are not found during either the field

survey or literature search, excavation and/or construction activities can commence. In
the event that unique paleontological/geological resources are discovered during
excavation and/or construction activities, construction shall stop in the immediate
vicinity of the find and a qualified paleontologist shall be consulted to determine
whether the resource requires further study. The qualified paleontologist shall make
recommendations to the City on the measures that shall be implemented to protect
the discovered resources, including but not limited to, excavation of the finds and
evaluation of the finds. If the resources are determined to be significant, mitigation
measures shall be identified by the monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency.
Appropriate mitigation measures for significant resources could include avoidance or
capping, incorporation of the site in green space, parks, or open space, or data
recovery excavations of the finds. No further grading shall occur in the area of the
discovery until the Lead Agency approves the measures to protect these resources. Any
paleontological/geological resources recovered as a result of mitigation shall be
provided to a Cityπapproved institution or person who is capable of providing long-term
preservation to allow future scientific study.

• If unique paleontological/geological resources are found during the field survey or
literature review, the resources shall be inventoried and evaluated for significance. If
the resources are found to be significant, mitigation measures shall be identified by the
qualified paleontologist. Similar to above, appropriate mitigation measures for
significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in
green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. In
addition, appropriate mitigation for excavation and construction activities in the
vicinity of the resources found during the field survey or literature review shall include
a paleontological monitor. The monitoring period shall be determined by the qualified
paleontologist. If additional paleontological/geological resources are found during
excavation and/or construction activities, the procedure identified above for the
discovery of unknown resources shall be followed.

Planning and
Development
Department

Planning and
Development
Department

City shall review preliminary grading
plans prior to issuance of grading
permits. If needed, a field survey or
literature review shall occur prior to
start of grading activities. Additional
monitoring of project site during
construction period shall be
determined by a qualified paleontol-
ogist and consistent with project-
specific mitigation measure.

Project Specific: Cultural monitor be present during a pedestrian survey.  Photographs
should be taken during the survey to document the setting and daily notes.  All observed
archaeological sites should be documented on California Department Parks and
Recreation 523 forms, minimally include a Primary Record 523A and an Archaeological
record (523C). Mitigation measures should be considered after resource evaluation and
assessment of project impacts

Project Applicant
and qualified tribal
monitor or cultural
resources specialist

Planning and
Development
Department
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